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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121 (d). 
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Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 7 recites "the byte in the first position". There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

2. Claims 8, 9 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

The prior art does not teach comparing the value of the bytes in the first and the second positions 
to possible combinations of values for known devices, and comparing the value of the byte and 
the parameter set to possible combinations of values for known devices. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. The term "that" (line 9) is not clearly defined. It is unclear what is referred by the 
cited "that". 

4. Claims 2-4, 1 1, 15, 16, 20, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The term "listening" is not clearly defined. The cited 
limitation refers to audible signals are being heard by a human being or an animal but not a 
machine. It is unclear the cited limitation refers to listening by a human being or detecting by a 
machine. 

5. Regarding claim 12, the term "likely" renders the claim(s) indefinite because the claim(s) 
include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by "likely"), thereby rendering the 
scope of the claim(s) unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 1-3, 14, 15, 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Langer et al (US: 6625168), and in view of Ramberg et al (US: 2002/0000464). 

Regarding claims 1, 2, 14, 15, 19, 20, 25, Langer et al teach on column 1 line 35-one 
control information router has a reception unit for receiving commands (reads on claimed 
"determining a device is connected"). 

Langer et al teach on column 3 line 66 to column 4 line 3, data format conversion 
(claimed "receiving a data packet" and "determining a parameter"). 

Langer et al teach on Fig. 1, port for data communication. 

Langer et al failed to teach "analyzing the data structure to determine the device". 
However, Ramberg et al teach on section [0057], a data server analyzes the data structure to 
determine the recipient device". 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al to have the "analyzing the data structure to determine the device" as taught by 
Ramberg et al such that the modified system of Langer et al would be able to support the system 
users conveniences of analyzing the data structure in order to determine the device. 
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Regarding claims 3 5 21, the data structure received as taught by Langer et al must be sent 
by a sending resource. 

7. Claims 4, 1 1, 13, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Langer et al, in view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Godbold et al (US: 4733391). 

Regarding claims 4, 16, the modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al as 
stated in claim 3 above failed to teach "startup packet and an acknowledgement". However, 
Godbold et al teach on column 12 line 28-31, acknowledgement to a startup signal. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al to have the "startup packet and an acknowledgement" as 
taught by Godbold et al such that the modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al 
would be able to support the system users conveniences of acknowledging the startup signal. 

Regarding claim 11, rejections as stated in claims 1 and 4 above apply. 

Regarding claim 13, rejections as stated in claim 10 apply. 

8. Claims 5, 22, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langer 
et al, in view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Good et al (US: 6240095). 

The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al as stated in claim 1 above 
failed to teach "applying baud rate and parity setting to the packet". However, Good et al teach 
on column 4 line 2-6, network device communicates data with baud rates and parity. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al to have the "applying baud rate and parity setting to the 
packet" as taught by Good et al such that the modified system of Langer et al in view of 
Ramberg et al would be able to support the system users conveniences of supporting baud rate 
and parity to the data packet. 

9. Claims 6, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langer et al, 
in view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Hoffmann (US: 6879583). 

The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al as stated in claim 1 above 
failed to teach "determining the value of data in a position in the packet". However, Hoffmann 
teaches on column 2 line 26-30, determining the value at one bit position of a data packet. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view, of Ramberg et al to have the "determining the value of data in a position in 
the packet" as taught by Hoffmann such that the modified system of Langer et al in view of 
Ramberg et al would be able to support the system users conveniences of determining the value 
at a position of a packet. 

10. Claims 7, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langer et al, 
in view of Ramberg et al, in view if Hoffmann, and further in view of Blanc et al (US: 6728251). 

The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Hoffmann 
as stated in claim 6 above failed to teach "determining the value of the byte in the first position". 
However, Blanc et al teach on column 8 line 2-7, determining the value of the first byte. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Hoffmann to have the "determining the 
value of the byte in the first position" as taught by Blanc et al such that the modified system of 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Hoffmann would be able to support the 
system users conveniences of determining the value of the first byte. 

1 1 . Claims 10, 18, 23, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Langer et al, in view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Sexton et al (US: 6775763). 

The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al as stated in claim 1 above 
failed to teach "a series of conditional branch instructions to determine a matching 55 . However, 
Sexton et al teach on column 17 line 49-51, conditional branch instructions for comparing a key 
value. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al to have the "a series of conditional branch instructions to 
determine a matching" as taught by Sexton et al such that the modified system of Langer et al in 
view of Ramberg et al would be able to support the system users conveniences of conditionally 
comparing the value. 

12. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langer et al, in 
view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Godbold et al, and further in view of Humpleman 
et al (US: 6603488). 
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The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Godbold et 
al as stated in claim 1 1 above failed to teach "a list of parameter for devices". However, 
Humpleman et al teach on Fig. 15, list of device parameters. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Godbold et al to have the "a list of 
parameter for devices" as taught by Humpleman et al such that the modified system of Langer et 
al in view of Ramberg et al and in view of Godbold et al would be able to support the system 
users conveniences of implementing a list of device parameters. 

13. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langer et al, in 
view of Ramberg et al, and further in view of Mashinsky et al (US : 6912277). 

The modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al as stated in claim 1 1 above 
failed to teach "the messaging system is a voice mail system". However, Mashinsky et al teach 
on column 1 line 57-60, the voicemail system is determined by a parameter. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled at the time the invention was made to modify 
Langer et al in view of Ramberg et al to have the "the messaging system is a voice mail system" 
as taught by Mashinsky et al such that the modified system of Langer et al in view of Ramberg et 
al would be able to support the system users conveniences of identifying a voicemail system by a 
parameter. 
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Conclusion 



14. The prior art made of record and not replied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• US: 5918638. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this application and office action should be directed to the 
examiner Ming Chow whose telephone number is (571) 272-7535. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 am to 5 pm. If attempts to reach the examiner 
by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang, can be reached on (571) 
272-7547. Any inquiry of a general mature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Customer Service whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2600. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to Central FAX Number 571-273-8300. 



Ming Chow 



Patent Examiner 
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